The purpose of this research is to provide some answers to this fundamental question : What is the most relevant dimension of cohesion ; Is the social or the operative for the success of a professional football team ? And analyze the four factors of cohesion; individual social and task attraction and social and task integration within a group. Our method is purely quantitative, it is through the use of questionnaire (group environment questionnaire) Carron et al (1985) (1) and its translations ; French, Heuzé and Fontayne (2002) (2) and Arabic, Boughattas and Kridis (2016) (3). Our results show that the success of the team is based on two dimensions of cohesion. In addition, according to our analysis we can say that the task cohesion to more important averages than the social performance of the teams while the social ranks on the operating side of the teams less efficient. In conclusion, the success of a team is based on several intertwined factors whose cohesion mediates all these factors.
INTRODUCTION
Cohesion is a concept that has been the subject of a great deal of research. Certainly, The operation of sports teams is a complex phenomenon. In victory as in defeat many elements are to be taken into account. The obligation of the results inherent in modern football, the pressures of time, the conflicting relations, the pressures of the match, the questioning of the physical integrity and the fear of failure, are all factors that are affected by the cohesion. of the team. Moreover, in the past, studies examining the relationship between team cohesion and sports performance reveal inconsistent conclusions. To clarify the nature of this relationship, Albert Carron and his colleagues conducted a meta-analysis on the relationship between cohesion and athletic performance.
This meta-analysis included a total of 46 studies, 9,988 athletes, and 1,044 Canadian teams. The results showed a moderate to high positive relationship between social and operational cohesion on the one hand and performance in sport on the other. Albert Carron, AV, Colman, MM, Wheeler, J., & Stevens, D. (2002) (4) Moreover, in analyzing the type of cohesion, Carron and his colleagues reported that social cohesion and cohesion at the task (operative) were related to performance. This means that both dimensions of cohesion are important for performance. On the other hand, there is other research that opposes Carron's notion of meta-analysis, most of which suggests a positive relationship between operational dimension and performance (Bergeles and Hatziharistos, 2003 (5) Mullen and Copper, 1994 (6) ) and neglecting the social dimension. For Mullen and Copper The operational dimension remains the most relevant for translating the relationship between cohesion and performance. Through these different conceptual contradictions, we will in this article highlight the dimension (s) that could contribute to developing sports performance in a high-level sports context. To do so, we ask ourselves the following questions and questions : (i) What is the dimension of cohesion (operative, social or general) most relevant for a better performance ? (ii) What are the determining factors for cohesion, operation and social ?
In the late 1920s, research on teamwork yielded astonishing conclusions that performance is not related to changing objective productivity factors (duration or frequency of breaks), but rather to the emergence a "sense of belonging to the group" and the adherence of all workers to productivity goals (Buton, Fontayne, and Heuzé, 2006 (7)). This early work, which focused on the importance of human relations in the work teams, guided subsequent studies. Cohesion refers to a theoretical construct that accounts for the "coherence of a group" (Carron et al, 2005 (8) ), the quality and the intensity of the relationships that unite its members. Its Latin etymology (cohaesum, cohaerere) refers to being tied together, to a force by which two things adhere to each other. Applied to the group, cohesion expresses a strong, almost indestructible link that unites the members of a group. Albert Carron, an eminent specialist in the social psychology of sport, has worked extensively on the concept of cohesion. It defines cohesion as "a dynamic process reflected in the group's tendency to remain bound and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental goals and / or the satisfaction of the affective needs of members" (Carron, Brawley and Widmeyer, 1998, (9) ). This definition highlights four major characteristics of cohesion: its multidimensional, dynamic, instrumental and affective nature.
Carron and his colleagues (Carron, Brawley, Widmeyer, 1985 (10) ) proposed a theoretical framework that captures the multidimensional, dynamic, instrumental and affective nature of cohesion. The latter distinguish two dimensions in cohesion. The first term integration of the group "Integration Group": GI) is defined as "the individual perception of the proximity, the similarity of the links within a group and the perception of the degree of unity of the field action of the group ".
The second dimension, called Individual Attraction to the Group (ATG), is defined as "the totality of the individual feelings of subjects towards the group, the desire to be accepted and the feelings of the group. other members of the group ". So it's both the individual motivations to stay in the group and the personal feelings about the group. Each of these dimensions can be expressed according to two orientations : social and operative.
We must therefore distinguish four factors of cohesion: Nevertheless, a consensus about the dimensions of the model of Carron et al (1985) (10) seems to emerge in the sports field. The majority of the work adopts this conceptualization to study the cohesion of sports groups. They consider that a fairly large proportion of the variability in the cohesion of the sports teams is associated with the four factors of their model, but do not rule out the possibility that other dimensions may also be relevant for reporting cohesion in the field. athletic. In addition, Carron and colleagues point out that cohesion is a multidimensional dynamic construct valued from the feelings of team members and whose influence on behavior seems essential for the group and the individual. This multidimensional design makes it possible to consider the combined and simultaneous effects of the attraction / integration and social / operational dimensions, and thus to overcome some contradictory results pointed out in meta-analyzes dealing with the cohesionperformance relationship.Finally, this multidimensional conception also implies that several dimensions can be responsible for the fact that the members of the group remain united in the pursuit of their objectives and that the importance of each dimension can change according to the nature or the moment of life. of the group. In fact, several researchers have adopted the The main objective of our study is to explain the relationship between cohesion and performance ; that is to say, to identify the degree of influence of the social cohesion as well as the operative one in the bodily sports practices. We propose to carry out an exploratory study through a questionnaire in order to better understand the relationship between cohesion and performance. In addition, this exploratory study makes it possible to explore the fundamental question in a specific context (Tunisian context). More specifically, the purpose of this first phase is to explore and identify intragroup relationships and their influences on performance. We propose as hypotheses either; H1: The most cohesive teams on the operative plan are the most efficient. Either, H2: The most socially cohesive teams are the most successful. Let H 3 be: The best performing teams are socially and operationally cohesive. For the first hypothesis, we are inspired by the work of (Bergeles and Hatziharistos, 2003) or we consider that the operating dimension is the most influential dimension to the success of a team. So, the social dimension is neglected in the context of professionalism. Moreover, our second hypothesis, considers that the secret of success of the sports team is bound imperatively by the degree of social cohesion. As long as the team is socially cohesive, it will overcome all the operating obstacles proposed throughout the competition. Finally, a third hypothesis highlights the two dimensions, social and operational, for the team to be balanced and efficient (Carron et al 2002).
METHODS

Population
Our study population includes a total of 150 footballers belonging to six clubs of the Tunisian championship, playing in the first division. For information, 15 
Investigative Tools
The measurement of cohesion: Heuzé and Fontayne (2002) Responses are reported on 9-point Likert scales ranging from (1) "strongly disagree" to (9) "strongly agree". The scores on items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 17 and 18 are reversed so that high scores reflect high perceptions of cohesion. The score of each of the four factors corresponds to the average of the athlete's scores on the items constituting the scale; high scores reflect high perceptions of cohesion. The AOG and IOG factors define the operational cohesion, ASG and ISG define social cohesion.
Procedures
For our population, we contacted the clubs, coaches and even players of each team directly after the end of the first phase of the season 2017/2018 phase of the winter break. Once the coaches' agreement was obtained, we went to the training area of each team. The measurements were made during the week, before a training session and not during the match days. We thought that the result of the match could have a strong influence on players' responses to emotional instability following a victory or defeat on match day. The players usually completed the questionnaires either in small groups of 4-5 or with all the team members at the same time, with our presence for the explanation of the items to the players in order to eliminate any confusion and misunderstanding during the reply. Leaders, coaches and others do not participate in the running of the experience as we also believe that it may affect players' responses.
Performance Measurement
The success of the team was defined as the percentage of wins for all matches played in the first phase of the championship for each team. The percentage of success was calculated by dividing the number of points obtained according to the outcome of the match (3 points for a victory, 1 point for a draw, 0 points for a defeat) by the maximum number of points that can be scored. awarded in case of victory (Van-Yperen and Duda, 1999). Points  Play  Win  Draw  lost  1  E1  30  14  9  3  2  3  E2  24  14  6  6  2  4  E3  22  14  6  4  4  5  E4  15  14  3  6  5  6  E5  12  14  2  6  6  7  E6  12  14  3  3  8 3. RESULTS
Table1: Ranking and performance of the teams participating in the experiment
Ranking Code
Statistical Analysis of the Model and Variables
First, we need to present the whole of our construct in a general way and check the reliability statistics as well as the scale and item. The Cronbach coefficients of cohesion in general are 0.619. Some authors put 0.75 or 0.80 as the minimum threshold of acceptability, while others are only 0.60. Knowing that when the alpha value is 0.70, the standard error of measurement is equal to or more than half (0.55) of the standard deviation of the total score distribution. For scale statistics across our questionnaire, we find that the means = (22.39) the variance = (23.76) the standard deviation = (4.87) and the number of summer elements (4) . We can thus affirm that our scale allowing to evaluate the dimension "Cohesion" and its components :Individual operating attractions ; Individual social attractions ; Operative integration of the group ; Social integration of the group.
 Operative individual attraction and operative integration of the group presents the operational cohesion.
 The individual social attraction and social integration of the group presents social cohesion.
These different components are measured on a nine point Likert scale ranging from "strongly disagree (1)" to "strongly agree (9) ,724 ** -1 **. The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (bilateral).
Abbreviation: SC = social cohesion / OC = operative cohesion
The correlation table comparing social and operative variables with performance shows positively significant relations between social cohesion and performance (r =, 515 **) and also a greater significance between operational cohesion and performance (r =, 724 **).
Descriptive Analysis of the Relationship between Social, Operational and Performance Cohesion
Then, in this section we will reveal the correlations between the dependent variables and the independent variables. As well as, the comparison between the different factors of cohesion in order to explain the effect of the relational dynamics between the factors mentioned below on the variation of the performanc.
This third figure presents the averages of the social and operational cohesion of the teams according to their performances (let's start with the team (1) the most efficient until the team (6) the worst performer). Where, we note a significant relationship between the two dimensions of cohesion with performance. In addition, all teams with averages above 4.5 (m = 4.5). By comparing the social and operational dimensions, we can see that the operation is more important than the social one in high performing teams (eg team 1). On the other hand the social and more important than the operative one within the less performing teams (ex: team 6).
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Figure2: The relationship between team performance and social and Task cohesion
Abbreviation: SC = social cohesion / OC = operative cohesion The table above shows the exact averages of each team in terms of social and operational cohesion. In addition, he proposes the standard deviation and the number of participants. It can be noted that, not only the averages of the (CS) and (CO) are higher in the high-performance teams (1 and 2) compared to the lower-performing teams (5 and 6), but also the standard deviation is also> 1.0 for the high-performance teams (team1 -e-t = ((CO =, 583) (CS =, 671)) .Then it is <1.0 for the lower performing teams (team 6 -e-t = ( (CO = 1.574) (CS = 1.215)) However, these averages remain general with respect to the different cohesion factors that we will count as presented in the following figure.
Figure3: The relationship between team performance and the four factors of cohesion
This figure presents in detail; individual social attraction (AIS), individual operative attraction (AIO), group social integration (ISG) and team operational integration (IOS). Let's start with the top performing team (1) to the worst performing team (6) . We notice that the averages fall in most of the time as soon as the performance decreases.
The most interesting result is the operational integration to the group (I.O.G), ie, what the player thinks of his teammates on the operative plane. It is found that Teams 1 and 2 (performers) are above average (M = 4.5). The fifth table presents the exact averages of the different factors (AIS, ISG, AIO, IOG) and the standard deviations for each team. We notice that the standard deviations become more and more important for all the factors of cohesion going from the most powerful until the successful months. This means that the best performing teams are more consistent in their responses (let's have the same vision) than the less successful ones.
DISCUSSION
The functioning of sports teams is a complex phenomenon that we have sought to decipher. It seemed important to us to study two essential notions of this functioning: cohesion and performance. The main objective of this research is to evaluate the relationship between the cohesion and sports performance of Tunisian footballers (high level teams in Tunisia). We consider that our sampling is representative because it presents more than 30% of the exhaustive population of high level players (ie (6) teams out of 16). According to the analysis of the reliability of the questionnaire on the group's atmosphere of our study population, we noticed that the internal consistency of the scales appeared rather weak.
Similarly, the factors of social and operative cohesion did not appear correlated with each other. Indeed, Estabrooks and Carron (2000) point out that the use of the questionnaire (GEQ) and its translations, with a senior public practicing regular physical activities, poses problems of internal consistency of the scales. According to J. Barnette (2000) , these difficulties would be one of the major factors in reducing the reliability and validity of scales using affirmative and negative items. (Table 3 ) of the correlation between the two dimensions and the performance. It can be seen that the operational cohesion is strongly correlated with the performance in relation to the correlation of social cohesion.
In particular, the averages of the operational cohesion are more important for the high-performance teams. But social cohesion is more important than the operative when it is about a less performing team (example, team 5 and 6).
Other research concludes that there is a combined effect of social and operational cohesion that should both be elevated to positively influence performance (Zaccaro and McCoy 1988, Carron and Colman et al. Martens and Peterson (1971 : 58) , cited in Turman (2003), suggest the existence of "a circular relationship between satisfaction, cohesion and success. The most cohesive teams being the most successful teams and the most successful teams having greater satisfaction with their participation than the less successful teams. In this quote appears another concern still hanging today: is cohesion a determinant or a consequence of performance? Many studies deal with this question ( This theoretical perspective can open avenues for longitudinal research to understand this triangular relationship between operational, social and performance cohesion. To conclude, this work allowed us to highlight the relationship between cohesion and performance in a football environment in top teams, as well as to assess the impact of cohesion on performance in a context and a Tunisian culture different from those previously analyzed. Really it was difficult to address this world of professionalism in football that we feel is delicate. However, in reviewing, all analyzes conducted in this study, prove a number of conclusions similar and contradictory to previous studies. Mainly, we can say that cohesion is a determining factor in the performance of the teams, whose most cohesive teams are the best performing teams. The results obtained also showed that in collective sports like football, the success of a team is strongly linked to the social and operative cohesion of its members but it favors one dimension on the other according to the performance. Undoubtedly, these results invite coaches and researchers not to neglect the development of social and operational cohesion within the team because these two variables can have a significant effect on the success of the team.
CONCLUSION
In this study we focused our research on exploring the dynamics of cohesion in professional football teams. In the literature, there is an important contradiction that puts in question the (social and operative) demotions and the factors (integration and attraction, social and operative) are it determining? And what are among these is the most determining for the success of a team? In our research it has been shown that both dimensions are important for the performance of a professional football team. The originality of this study is to focus on the most decisive factor and the most neglected by the professional teams that of the operational integration to the group which designates the individual perceptions of footballers on the unity of their team compared its tasks and objectives. This unity of perceptions is the key to the success of the top football team.
